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Appendix A: Green Solutions Act of 2008: Expenditure goals and types 
of expenditures under consideration

From the Green Solutions Act of 2008 (Minnesota session laws 2008, ch. 340, section 4):

Cap and trade revenue expenditures should meet the following goals:
(1) produce cost-effective emission reductions;
(2) increase sustainable economic development, job creation, and job growth;
(3) reduce greenhouse gas emissions in sectors that do not participate in a cap and trade program;
(4) reduce disruptive economic impacts of the transition on workers, businesses, and consumers;
(5) equitably distribute the costs and benefits among state residents, communities, and economic sectors;
(6) assist low-income and other consumers to reduce the costs associated with greenhouse gas emissions; and
(7) protect and enhance public health, environmental quality, wildlife habitat, and the state's natural 
      resources.

Subd. 4. Types of expenditures under consideration 
(1) direct per capita rebates to Minnesotans;
(2) grants and incentives to consumers to invest in energy efficiency and utilize renewable energy sources or  
      in other technologies, products, or practices that help Minnesotans reduce energy costs, energy 
      consumption, and greenhouse gas emissions, including incentives for telecommuting;
(3) financial assistance to businesses that install technologies that reduce greenhouse gas emissions, targeting 
      energy-intensive industries facing competitors not subject to comparable regulation, including, but not   
      limited to, mining, pulp and paper, refining, chemicals, and steel;
(4) investments in public infrastructure that reduce greenhouse gas emissions;
(5) investments in worker training and retraining programs;
(6) incentives for terrestrial and geologic carbon sequestration. 
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Appendix B.  Study scope and objectives

Section 4 of the Green Solutions Act of 2008 (Minnesota Session laws 2008, ch. 340) directed the Minnesota 
Department of Commerce to request that the Board of Regents of the University of Minnesota prepare a study 
of the governance options for determining how to expend potential revenue from the sale of emission credits 
under a cap and trade program.  

The legislation required that:
“The study must examine: 
(1) the role of the legislature, citizens, technical experts, and state agencies in decisions on allocating funds;      
      and 
(2) innovative decision-making structures and processes, including the Legislative-Citizen Commission on 
     Minnesota Resources, and other examples in Minnesota and other states and countries that may offer 
     useful models.”

The Center for Science, Technology and Public Policy (the Center), based at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute 
of Public Affairs performed the study on behalf of the University of Minnesota.  To meet the objectives out-
lined by the legislature, the research team conducted an in-depth literature review, hosted four multi-sector 
stakeholder meetings, and completed numerous interviews with governmental and non-governmental organi-
zations.  

The objectives of the literature review were to:
 •   Identify and evaluate examples of alternative revenue allocation models
 •   Identify and evaluate the revenue allocation procedures of existing and proposed cap and trade 
      programs
 •   Research the role of citizens in making revenue allocation decisions
 •   Identify criteria for effective and successful governance
 •   Develop a framework for selecting the most appropriate governance models

The Center hosted four stakeholder meetings including over 30 different participants from government, 
nonprofit organizations, industry representatives, and researchers.  The objectives of the stakeholder meetings 
were to:
 •   Identify characteristics of effective governance 
 •   Discuss the appropriate role of the legislature, state agencies, citizens, and technical experts in 
      making revenue allocation decisions
 •   Evaluate existing and proposed governance models 

In addition to stakeholder meetings, we also completed dozens of phone interviews with decision makers and 
stakeholders involved in different revenue allocation processes.  We interviewed former and current members 
and staff of the Legislative-Citizen Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCCMR), as well as participants in 
other innovative decision-making structures.  The objectives of the interviews were to:

 •   Evaluate existing models based on criteria for effective governance 
 •   Assess the level of citizen participation and the costs and benefits of incorporating citizens in the 
                  decision-making process
 •   Determine the roles of the legislature, state agencies, and technical experts in each governance  
                  model
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Appendix C:  List of staff and study participants

Principal Investigator: 
Steve Kelley, Center for Science, Technology, and Public Policy, University of Minnesota

Project Advisory Committee:
Melissa Stone, Public and Nonprofit Leadership Center, University of Minnesota
Dennis Donovan, Center for Democracy and Citizenship, University of Minnesota
Jay Kiedrowski, Public and Nonprofit Leadership Center, University of Minnesota
Elizabeth Wilson, Center for Science, Technology, and Public Policy, University of Minnesota
Emily Saunoi-Sandgren, Public and Nonprofit Leadership Center, University of Minnesota

Research Staff:
Bonnie Keeler 
Luke Hollenkamp
Linda Nguy

Center for Science, Technology, and Public Policy Staff:
Leah Wilkes, Assistant Director
Monica Saralampi, Administrative Assistant
Design and photography:
Sophia Ginis, Outreach Manager

State of Minnesota Meeting Participants: 
Vincent Chavez, Office of Energy Security
Calder Hibbard, Minnesota Forest Resources Council
Greg Hubinger, Legislative Coordinating Commission
Dan Jordan, Iron Range Resources 
Greg Larson, Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
Mark Lundquist, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Scott Peterson, Minnesota Department of Transportation
David Thornton, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Clarence Turner, Minnesota Forest Resources Council
John Wells, Environmental Quality Board

Non-Governmental Stakeholder Meeting Participants: 
Laura Bloomberg, Center for School Change
J. Drake Hamilton, Fresh Energy
Diana McKeown, Green Institute
Barbara Freese, Union of Concerned Scientists
Stacey S. Fujii, Great River Energy
Timothy Edman, Minnesota Renewable Development Fund
Lyndsey Howard, American Council of Engineering Companies
Brian Whiting, American Council of Engineering Companies
Sheldon Strom, Center for Energy and the Environment
Chris Duffrin, Neighborhood Energy Connection
Michelle Rosier, Sierra Club
Sarah Risser, Sierra Club
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Doug Peterson, Centerpoint Energy
Staci Bohlen, MN Farm Bureau
Jessica Webster, MN Legal Aid
Rolf Nordstrom, Great Plains Institute
Lisa Daniels, Windustry
Jeff Muffat, 3M
Ruth Johnson, Former State Representative
Jim Turnure, Xcel Energy
Mike Robertson, MN Chamber of Commerce
Christine Wessel, MN Council for Nonprofits

Interviews:
Joel Alter, Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor, 1/30/2009.
James Brooks, Maine Department of Environmental Protection, 2/2/2009. 
Mike Burnett, The Climate Trust, 1/15/2009.
Phil Cherry, Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, 12/12/2008. 
Timothy Edman, Minnesota Renewable Development Fund, 1/12/2009.
Diane Franks, Maryland Department of the Environment, 12/22/2008. 
Sue Gens, Minnesota State Arts Board, 1/12/2009.
Bill Grant, Izaak Walton League, 12/22/2008.
Melanie Johnson, Iowa Department of Economic Development, 2/5/2009.
Brendan Jordan, Great Plains Institute, 1/20/2009.
Kate Knuth, State Representative, 12/8/08.
Joanne Morin, New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services, 2/3/2009.
Chris Nelson, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, 12/12/2008 and 2/3/2008.
Lane Palmer, Iowa Department of Economic Development, 2/13/2009.
Dick Valentinetti, Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, Air Pollution Control Division, 12/22/2008.
Peter Weisberg, The Climate Trust, 1/5/2009.

Past and current staff and members of the Legislative Citizen Commission on Minnesota 
Resources (LCCMR)
Rep. Lyndon Carlson (current LCCMR commissioner)
Nancy Gibson (current LCCMR citizen commissioner)
John Herman (current LCCMR citizen commissioner)
Susan Thornton (LCCMR executive director)
Kathy Tingelstad (former LCCMR commissioner)
John Velin (former LCCMR executive director) 
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Appendix D: List of interview questions 

Part I.  Questions related to governance of existing revenue allocation processes.  

For cap and trade programs:
1) Does the [proposed or existing] cap and trade program generate revenue from the sale or auction of carbon 
allowances?

For all other revenue allocation processes:
2) If so, how is the revenue allocated?  Is the revenue divided into expenditure categories or allocated to a 
single fund?

3) What decision-making process is used to determine how the revenue is spent? Is the revenue allocated 
based on specific criteria outlined by the legislature?  

4) What role, if any, do the following groups play in informing decisions about expenditures of cap and trade 
revenue?
 a) legislature 
 b) state agencies (which state agencies are involved?)
 c) technical experts 
 d) citizens

5) What criteria were used in designing the governance mechanism for revenue allocation?  OR What do you 
see as components or indicators of a successful decision-making process?

6) If public participation is encouraged, how are participants selected?  Do they submit applications? Are par-
ticipants appointed by the legislature or governor?  What criteria, if any, are used to guide participant selec-
tion?

Part II.  Questions used in the assessment of different governance mechanisms.  

1) Has the decision-making mechanism been successful at achieving its goals?  Why or why not?

2) What do you see as the advantages and disadvantages of the current decision-making process?

3) Are any mechanisms in place to ensure that the revenue generated under this program is used only for pro-
grams and expenses related to initial objectives of the policy?

4) Are non-legislative participants (citizens or technical experts) needed to provide information to make a high 
quality decision?

5) Is public acceptance of the decision critical to effective implementation of policy?
Have there been problems getting key stakeholders to accept the final decisions of the process?

6) Were any web-based or interactive tools used to facilitate public involvement?  If so, how would you evalu-
ate their success?
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Part III.  Questions that specifically address public participation in governance.

1) What was the goal of involving citizens and/or technical experts in the decision-making process?

2) Did involving citizens contribute positively to the goals you outlined for a successful decision making process 
and a successful policy?

3) Do you think involving citizens/technical experts/state agencies in the process led to a:
 a) more technically sound decision?
 b) decision with broader public support?
 c) discussion of unique alternatives that might not have been brought up by the legislature alone?

5) Did involving citizens increase the cost or decrease the efficiency of the program?

6) Do you have any data on the representativeness of the involved public?  Were any key groups or stakehold-
ers left out?
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Appendix E: Summary of domestic and international cap and trade 
        systems

The Western Climate Initiative
The Western Climate Initiative (WCI) is a collaboration of seven western American States and four Canadian 
Provinces working to establish a regional cap and trade system to reduce emissions of global warming pollu-
tion 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. The Initiative began in February 2007 with the governors of Ari-
zona, California, New Mexico, Oregon, and Washington, who have since been joined by the premiers of British 
Columbia, Manitoba, Ontario, and Quebec, and the governors of Montana and Utah. The WCI cap and trade 
program is the most comprehensive program designed to date, including electricity generators, industrial facili-
ties, fossil fuel combustion, and, beginning in 2015, transportation. It covers more sectors than RGGI, which 
covers the electricity sector only, or the European Union’s Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS), which does not 
cover transportation or residential and commercial fuel use. 

The WCI is progressing through the design phase, with a target effective date of January 1, 2012. In September 
2008, it released its “design recommendations”.  In developing the “design recommendation”, stakeholder in-
put was sought through five regional stakeholder workshops, stakeholder conference calls with more than 100 
participants each, information sharing that included opportunities for review and comment in writing with 245 
organizations’ and individuals’ submissions, and the WCI website served as a repository for information on the 
design effort. 
 

Midwest Governors Association (MGA)
The states and province of Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Manitoba, Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin have commit-
ted to the Midwestern Greenhouse Gas Reduction Accord (the Accord) effective November 15, 2007. As the 
governors and premier committed to in the Accord, a regional carbon cap and trade system is being studied 
and designed through the work of a designated Advisory Group. Convened in early 2008, the Advisory Group 
has issued preliminary recommendations on the general structure, governance, and components of a regional 
cap and trade system. Work from now through Summer 2009 will focus on the specific components of how the 
cap and trade system would operate, known as the Model Rule. The Model Rule as well as other supporting 
initiatives are slated to be unveiled at the Governors Summit on Energy Security and Climate Stewardship in 
September 2009.

European Union Emissions Trading System
The European Union Emissions Trading System (EU ETS) is currently in Phase II (2008-2012) with 21 countries, 
including some non-EU members, participating. In Phase I, Denmark, Hungary, Ireland, and Lithuania made 
provisions for allowance auctions or sales, but only Hungary, Ireland, and Lithuania actually proceeded to auc-
tion. Revenue from these auctions was very limited and used only to offset the administrative costs of the ETS 
within each country.

In Phase II, most countries still do not intend to raise revenue from allowances, with notable exceptions be-
ing Germany and the United Kingdom. The UK plans to auction 7 percent of total allowances according to 
its National Allowance Plan (NAP) during Phase II. Revenue from the UK’s national auction is not specifically 
dedicated for particular programs or funds. According to one government official, “The money goes into the 
Government’s consolidated fund for general spending purposes. It is not UK Government policy to hypothecate 
[earmark] revenues to fund specific projects or areas.”
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In 2008-2009, Germany will sell allowances representing 10 percent of the national allotment at a predeter-
mined and fixed price through a German bank, KfW Group. Beginning in 2010, auctions will be used to seek an 
appropriate market price. The German government has invested some proceeds from the sale of allowances 
into the country’s Climate Protection Initiative. The Initiative, administered by the Federal Environment Min-
istry, makes available funding for national and international measures, with the intention of assisting affected 
parties and lowering the emissions of GHGs. The Initiative is not tied explicitly to revenue from allowance auc-
tions and sales, though its funding does in some part stem from allowance auction revenue.

Australia Cap and Trade Revenue Model
An Australian cap and trade system, coined the Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (the Scheme), is currently 
in the development stage. The intended start date of the Scheme is July 1, 2010, provided laws are passed in 
a timely manner during 2009. With revenue from phased-in auctioning, the government has publicly stated 
that “every cent of this will be used to help households and businesses adjust to the Scheme. The net impact 
on budget, taking into account assistance provided, will be neutral over the forward estimates.” The exact 
relationship between the Scheme’s revenue and the proposed Climate Change Action Fund (CCAF) has yet to 
be determined. Revenue is proposed to be used to offset increases in fuel cost by reducing fuel taxes one-to-
one. Households and trade-exposed businesses will see assistance through tax programs funded by revenue 
collection. The CCAF is designed to address the negative economic impacts associated with the Scheme. The 
stated goal of the CCAF is to “smooth the transition for businesses, community sector organizations, workers, 
regions and communities to an operating environment that includes a price on carbon.” Though the gover-
nance structure and exact logistics of the CCAF have not been resolved, the government has determined that 
“a stakeholder Consultative Committee comprising business, environmental and community stakeholders will 
be established to provide their advice to Ministers about the detailed design and implementation of activities 
under the Climate Change Action Fund.” 
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Appendix F:  Description of RGGI governance by state

Connecticut
In Connecticut, the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) developed RGGI regulations, which the leg-
islature approved in July 2008 after DEP held several stakeholder meetings and a public hearing.  In those final 
regulations, auction revenues are distributed to energy efficiency, with programs administered by the Energy 
Conservation Management Board (ECMB) and to clean energy, with programs administered by the Connecti-
cut Clean Energy Fund (CCEF).  If the price of carbon exceeds $5.00 per ton any proceeds above that amount 
are rebated to ratepayers.  ECMB and CCEF execute program administration and make program-level funding 
decisions.  ECMB and CCEF board members include state agency representatives, technical experts and other 
appointed members.  Members of the Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC), which is governed by four 
governor-appointed commissioners, serve as ex-officio members and observers to ECMB.  The ECMB provides 
oversight of the energy efficiency funds through annual reports to while DPUC reviews and approves CCEF’s 
multi-year strategic plan.  

Delaware
The Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC) convened a workgroup in 2007 
consisting of legislators, technical experts, citizens, and state agency representatives to advise the legislature 
on expenditure categories.  Recommendations influenced a 2008 law (Senate Bill 263) which established ex-
penditure categories that included energy conservation, efficiency and renewable energy, support to income 
consumers, and greenhouse gas reduction projects.  DNREC administers funding.  The Sustainable Energy 
Utility (SEU) Taskforce consisting of legislators, technical experts, citizens, and state agency representatives 
determined energy conservation, efficiency and renewable energy funding.  Support for low-income residents 
included state administered Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) and fuel assistance (LIHEAP) programs 
while DNREC, with advice from the electric sector, legislators, and technical experts, determined funding for 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Projects.

Maine
In 2007, the Maine legislature passed and the governor signed LD 1851, which grants the Public Utilities Com-
mission (PUC) the authority to appoint three trustees (technical experts) to govern the Energy and Carbon 
Trust Fund.  The legislature determined the policy goals and expenditure categories with the majority of funds 
directed toward investments and arrangements that reduce electricity consumption and investment and ar-
rangement for fossil fuel conservation measures.  Maine Energy Conservation Board (MECB) was designed 
to provide advice to trustees and to Efficiency Maine (a PUC program that funds electrical energy efficiency 
projects through disbursement of Funds derived from electric bill system benefit charge).  Each program (the 
Trust and Efficiency Maine) is designed for different applications; and in many ways the MECB ensures that the 
programmatic benefits of each program is maximized and coordinated. MECB consist of seven voting members 
including consumer representatives, environmental advocates, business interests, and state agencies and three 
nonvoting members.  The Department of Environmental Protection and Trustees submit annual reports to the 
legislature.

Maryland
In 2008, the legislature passed and the governor signed Senate Bill 268, which directed RGGI auction funds 
to the Maryland’s Strategic Energy Investment Fund to be administered by Maryland Energy Administration 
(MEA).  All funds are protected, by state statute, and only to be used for the following purposes: the Electric 
Universal Service Program and other electricity assistance programs, offsetting electricity rates of residential 
consumers on a per customer basis, energy efficiency and conservation programs, and renewable and clean 
energy programs and initiatives including public education and outreach.  The Strategic Energy Investment 
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Advisory Board (comprised of legislators, technical experts, citizens, and state agency representatives) advises 
MEA on specific fund expenditures.  Through four statewide public meetings, public input was sought on the 
initial plan’s development.  The MEA reports to the governor and legislature annually regarding uses and ex-
penditures of the fund.

Massachusetts
The legislature passed and the governor signed Chapter 169 in 2008 that established the RGGI Auction Trust 
Fund where auction proceeds are deposited.  The legislature also determined expenditure categories.  The 
Department of Energy Resources Council (DERC) administers RGGI Auction Trust Fund.  Newly established 
Energy Efficiency Program Design and Oversight Council (Council), convened by DERC and comprised of techni-
cal experts, citizens, and state agency representatives, approves energy efficiency plans and budgets put forth 
collectively by energy providers.  The Winter Energy Taskforce, comprised of cabinet secretaries and legislators, 
may advise the Council.  A portion of funds goes to municipalities to fund green community programs.  The 
Council provides an annual report to DERC and the legislature which includes descriptions of the programs, 
expenditures, and cost-effectiveness.

New Hampshire
In 2008, the legislature passed and the governor signed Chapter 182, which establishes the Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Reduction Fund to be administered by the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) and advised by the 
newly established Energy Efficiency and Sustainable Energy (EESE) board.  The Board is comprised of legisla-
tors, technical experts, citizens, and state agency representatives.  The PUC can also propose distribution of 
funds through a PUC adjudicative process.  For instance, PUC can decide to increase the funds to the existing 
statewide energy efficiency programs funded by a systems benefit charge.  PUC grants funds through a semi-
annual to quarterly RFP process open to the private and public sector, with a portion reserved for low-income 
consumers.  The Board provides annual recommendations to the PUC on the administration and allocation of 
energy efficiency programs.

New Jersey
In 2007, the legislature passed and the governor signed Chapter 340 which authorized auction of greenhouse 
gas allowances and established in the Department of the Treasury the Global Warming Solutions Fund.  Pro-
ceeds from the auctions are administered by the state Treasurer.  Funds are allocated to the New Jersey 
Economic Development Authority (NJEDA), in consultation with Board of Public Utilities and Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP), to provide grants and other forms of financial assistance to commercial, insti-
tutional, and industrial entities to support end-use energy efficiency projects and new efficient electric genera-
tion facilities.  NJEDA is an independent self-supporting state entity.  Additionally, the Board of Public Utilities 
grants a portion of funds to low-income consumers and DEP provides funds to support local governments and 
enhance stewardship of the state’s forests and tidal marshes.  The State Comptroller conducts or supervises 
independent audit and fiscal oversight functions of the fund and its uses.  If the price of allowances at two 
consecutive regional auctions exceeds $7 per allowance, DEP and the Board of Public Utilities will develop an 
action plan for immediate ratepayer relief and hold a joint public hearing or hearings regarding the allowance 
price.

New York
New York administers RGGI according to two different regulations: Part 242 CO2 Budget Trading Program 
(which governs RGGI auction process) and New York State Energy Research & Development Authority’s (NY-
SERDA) complementary “express term” rules (which outlined policy goals of auction proceeds including pro-
grams that promote energy efficiency, renewable or non-carbon emitting technologies, and carbon emissions 
abatement technologies).  NYSERDA is a public benefit corporation created in 1975 through the reconstitution 
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of the New York State Atomic and Space Development Authority and is governed by state agency representa-
tives, technical experts, and citizens.  To implement these expenditure policy goals, NYSERDA is developing an 
Operating Plan, advised by an advisory group, with public meetings, of stakeholders including technical ex-
perts. The final version of the Operating Plan will be presented to NYSERDA’s Board for review and approval in 
Spring 2009.  The Advisory Group will meet at least annually, with meetings open to the public, to review and 
provide input on the Operating Plan.

Rhode Island
In 2007, the legislature passed and the governor signed Chapter 206, which directed auction proceeds to be 
used for investments in cost-effective projects that reduce long-term consumer energy demands and adminis-
trative costs to the Office of Energy Resources.  Proceeds are determined annually by Office of Energy Resourc-
es in consultation with the Energy Efficiency and Resources Management (EERM) Council (comprised of tech-
nical experts, citizens, and state agency representatives) and the Department of Environmental Management 
and informed by public hearings.  The EERM Council was created in 2006 (Chapter 140) to provide consistent, 
comprehensive, informed and publicly accountable stakeholder involvement in energy efficiency, energy con-
servation, and energy resource management.  The Office of Energy Resources prepares, in consultation with 
the Department of Environmental Management and the EERM Council, a publicly available report annually to 
the legislature. 

Vermont
In 2008, the legislature passed Public Act 92, which established a process to allocate 100 percent of Vermont 
statewide carbon credits from RGGI.  Proceeds from the sale of carbon credits are deposited into the Fuel Effi-
ciency Fund, which is administered by Vermont Efficiency (an independent nonprofit energy services organiza-
tion under contract to the Vermont Public Service Board, administered by Vermont Energy Investment Corpo-
ration) to grant funds through an RFP process.  The Public Service Board is a quasi-judicial board, comprised of 
consumer trustees, who supervise the rates, quality of service, and overall financial management of Vermont’s 
public utilities and administers the contract with Vermont Efficiency.  Three trustees, with technical expertise, 
appointed by the Public Service Board oversee the fund. 



52

Center for Science Technology & Public Policy/Department of  Commerce

Appendix G:  Non-revenue allocation decision-making structures

State board, commission, and task force models present a variety of ways in which stakeholders can be 
aligned, chosen, and integrated in decision-making structures. Criteria for at-large appointments are frequently 
set by statue with some positions being specifically designated as a particular elected official from the state’s 
executive or legislative branch. Other positions require expertise regarding a predetermined subject matter 
which is used to better inform the deliberative body. Limitations are often placed upon the share of seats held 
by parties and who makes what appointments to limit and balance the influence of political ideology in deci-
sion-making. All these factors aim to produce an efficient, representative, politically balanced, and informed 
governance body.

Public Utilities Commission
The Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (PUC) is statutorily established (Minn. Stat. 216A.03) and charged 
with the maintenance and oversight of the state’s regulatory environment including electricity, natural gas, and 
telephone services. The mission of the PUC is to guarantee safe, dependable, and efficient services at just and 
reasonable rates. The PUC is structured to allow a great degree of operational independence through autono-
my. The objectivity of the commission is furthered by a Code of Conduct explicitly meant to strengthen inde-
pendence from outside elements. The functions of the Commission are legislative and quasi-judicial in nature 
(PUC 2009).

The PUC is controlled by five commissioners appointed to six-year terms by the governor with the advice and 
consent of the senate. The governor is to give consideration to individuals with experience in relevant profes-
sions and as representatives of the general public. Restrictions are placed upon appointments so that no more 
than three members from the same political party can serve at any given time. Additionally, at least one com-
missioner must live outside the seven-county metropolitan area during service. In all acts and deliberations, a 
quorum must be present and a majority of the commissioners are required for approval.  The five commission-
ers have an exclusive, full-time staff of fifty working at the Commission’s office.

The Commission may establish sub-committees, either ad-hoc or standing, and designate individuals to said 
sub-committees. Any of the administrative, legislative, and quasi-judicial powers of the Commission may be 
delegated to the authority of a sub-committee.

Next Generation Energy Board
The Next Generation Energy Board (NexGen Board) was created by statue (Minn. Stat. 41A.105) to provide rec-
ommendations to the governor and legislature regarding ways the state can sustainably achieve energy inde-
pendence through agricultural and natural resources. To achieve this goal, the Board’s primary responsibilities 
include the examination of the future of biofuels and the development of grant programs to assist renewable 
energy facilities through a $3 million fund (NexGen Board 2009).

The NexGen Board consists of 20 members; eight of which are appointed by the governor under certain re-
quirements but with no legislative confirmation. The 12 other members consist of commissioners, representa-
tives, senators, and an executive director. 

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) is statutorily established (Minn. Stat. 116C.03) to lead Minnesota’s 
environmental policy by serving as a public forum, providing review and coordination resources, and respond-
ing to important issues. The EQB’s three main activities are to develop state environmental policy, determine 
long-range plans, and assess projects which significantly improve and preserve Minnesota’s environment. At 
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the Board’s discretion, an annual congress may be called to receive reports and exchange information on state 
progress and activities related to environmental improvement with attendees including state representatives, 
federal and regional agencies, citizen groups and associations, industries, higher education, and private compa-
nies (EQB 2009).

The Board consists of fifteen members; one governor’s representative acting as board chair, the heads of nine 
state agencies, and five citizen members appointed by the governor subject to the advice and consent of the 
senate. Two of the five members appointed by the governor must have knowledge in the state’s water man-
agement issues. The EQB serves in a mostly advisory capacity and is provided with staff and consultant support 
for board activities by the Office of Strategic and Long-Range Planning.

Green Jobs Task Force 
The Green Jobs Task Force was created to provide advice and assistance to the legislature and governor on 
activities intended to advance the state’s economy. The primary action is the submission of a statewide action 
plan laying out means to optimize the growth of the green economy. The ad hoc task force will expire on June 
30, 2009 after completing its duties (GJTF 2009).

The task force consists of 24 members; three house representatives, three senators, seven state agency rep-
resentatives, and eleven citizens. Individuals are chosen according to the following framework: House Repre-
sentatives chosen by the Speaker, Senators appointed by Senate Sub-committee, representatives from state 
agencies chosen by the governor, three citizens chosen by the governor, four citizens chosen by the House 
Speaker, and four citizens chosen by Senate Sub-committee. To assist with the Task Force’s advisory work, the 
Commissioner of Commerce, in cooperation with the Commissioner of Employment and Economic Develop-
ment, provides staff and administrative support. The Task Force may also accept outside resources to help 
support its duties.
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